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. First, I want to say that [ am deeply honored_ to be'speaking on this first

panel on research dedicated to the memory of Mina éhaughnessy. Her work has en-

hanced not only my research but perhaps more importantly my ability to teach

basic writing and to teach others to teach basic writing. The entire composi—

tion teaching staff at San Francisco Stateu I know, joins me in my feelings of
gratitude eg'Mina Shaughnessy. : | |

: Almost a year ago, when I gave mp speech title to Professpr Gibspn; I ex-
pected to talk about the.coﬁposipg process of ceklege student writers.  However, I
changed my focus slightly during the past year, and so I am thanging the title of

my speech for.today to reflect more accurately my topic: "College Students Reveal
- . .

]

Their Learning Processes." .

Unlike most composition researchers, I am biased in favor of well designed

experimental research, not the casual experiment that unfortunately has plagued "

[y

our field but an attempt at a careful application of. the experimental method. to

¢ N

test the validity of a model(or“to refine a model. Case etudiee have proved quite

valuable 1n initial exploratory research in composition, But I believe that in

order to generalize from small numbers of cases, we must move beyond the cases

themselves tp test the modele of human behavior that: such. studies are capable of

;'

' generating What I am going to present today is my preliminaty attempt to develop

- -
co 1tﬁve1y mature adult learns’ to write better, to develop a model of the sta#

the kind of testable model that I an referring to--a model that will be derived ‘n

from an 1n—depth study of a smail nuhber of ceses. My aim is to find out how the

of _8rovth of the adu&t learner. S S
’ - :

+  Over the past several yeers,'Flower and Heyes have been stﬁdyin; protoclls




« .  produced by compétent adult writera while they are in the act of composing.

L}

Flower and Hayes have used these protocols to develop a model of the competent

_sdult 8 composing process *and now are tesping that model against fubure prono—

cals. In much the same way, I have decided to study protocbls of adult writers

14

as ‘they are in the process of becoming better writers. 1 expect to - use these pro-
’ o, A

tocols as well as writing samples and other interview datd,to develop\a model of
the stages of growth the ldult learner passes through This model of growth

should generateehypotheses that will he experimentally testable,

N -

My_first &ajor research problem was how to observe students learning. Students

t

probably leard in many places, some of them elosed to the investigator, like the

B

student's private place of study, and some of them not very good places to view

¢ individuals in the process of learning, like the classroom: . For example, one
4

impressionable youngster, after coming home from school his first day, proclaimed

. that he was never going bavk. "What 8 the uge of school’ he said. "I can't read
and I can't write and the teacher won' t even let me talk " The one place that is
- . )

both open to the investigator and a good place to observe students learning is the

Yo . . ‘

individual writing conference with 8 teacher about a paper. Since students and

» Y, '
teachers can converse freely during the conference, I th0ught it could be a pro-
. N R

)

: ductiVe place to observe individuals learning. _However, for one to observe learn-

e

. - L .1
"Y  ing in the conference, the conference must be carefully designed sb that the student

-

has the unrestrained opportuiity to volunteer what she or he does sand does not know,
. ppoTtutif ¢ she or

to voice his—or her concerns about writing. On page 1 of your hdhdout you will find

< «

-

some of. the conference guidelines the one excellent teacher in this 1}udy used to
open up the conference to student talk Such intervention, in the iﬁterest of re-

search 1 believe, ts pedagogically sound too, for Ellen N61d in a discussion of

e t

the well-structured conference warns against too much teacher talk. 1In the end, I
. B . . . R * ,t ’
found that my conferencef seemed to yield protocols of learning just as ‘'the Flower _
R . | L , ' : ) « o a . LA *
- : ‘ )

. Y .
¥ o . - ‘ . N \
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' . .. .
.
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and Hayes writing.sessions have yielded protholﬂ'pf the composing process. In

order to'drsq any definite conclusions from my protocols However,-I will vali-

)

) - date them with data T have tbllecte? from two other squrces: student essays artd
v < ! . \
student investigator 1nterv1ews. . ' : .

‘w

My second major research sproblem was how to begin analyzing the transcripts o

of student-teacher conferences. g'taped\four donferences during the semester for

~ each of 8 students who were enrolled in the freshman composxiion égnls of the same -,

excellent teacher. The conferences were a natural part of t e,%Purse of inst{uc—

*\\ tion. As I. listened oVer and over to the tapes of the student—teacher conferences, "

A}
e )

I tried to figure out. how best to analyze the learning process, how to. identify

_specific markers of learning. I gave up Mozart symphonies on my car 8 tape de k in

~ &

favor of the less dulcet tones of student-teacher ;le. I droveymy family to'disf

‘traction with the constant invasion of non-musical\tapes. )
. - . r ) - ~

‘
My first goal ¥or analysis was to create a replicable way to get the most 1nﬁ

A

teresting }nformation fnom\the tapes. To create a systeh of analysis, I found it

-
[}

necessary to narrow my focqg to only a few conferences. I chose to pay attention to

' four-qonferences: the first of the semester and the last of the semester for one of

the weaker students in the class and for one of the ‘stronger students in the class.
)

gStrength snd weakness was measurea by verbal aptitude scores. .As I listened to these

\ .

four tapes“and poured over the transcrfpts, what sepmed'most gsalient to me'in the

. : g . A
"four conferences was that in a given conference each student seemed to have one or

1

* those cbncerns seemed to change 4s the semester progressed ' ]

' T
'

¢ Interestingly, micro analyses of the discourse between psychiatrists and their

;patients have revealed a similar phenomenen. Patients repeat over and over again
' ' ) ‘
their main concern when talﬁing_to their pyschtiatrist.: .In the book The First Five

. « ) o & .

two main concerns that s/he seemed to repeat’ over and over agaim and that cdncern or

y
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yinutgg, an entire volume on five minutes.of‘dialogue between a patient and a
psychiatrist, Pittenger and his colleagues found "a patient in a psychiatric in-

terview will tell~the therapist repeatedly what his troubles are. . . the very

v -

fact of recurrence—-except of those patterns shaped by everybody in the culture--—

renders ‘a pattern diagnostically significaqas (p. 235) " And L&bov ‘and Fanschel,

“in their book Therapeutic Discourse° Psychotherapy as Conversation, a book on 15
f

minutes of Hsychiatrist—patient talk, fourd recurrent themes too, which they label-~

ed propositions and defined as "those general statements which are said to recur

t

impllcitly or explicitly in many parts of the session, These propositions provide

the firm skeleton for the surface that confronts us" (p. 356).

It seemed particularly interesting to me that students in a writing conference-

>

repeat their concerns about writing to their teacher in much the same way that the
patient repeats his or her pergonal concerns to the psychiatrist. Just as patients

" have very serious conferns, ones that matter so much that they repeat them over and
‘l‘ |
.ov¢r again to® their psychiatrist, so that they are tertain they will be heard so do

+ stpdents have very serious concerns about their writing, ones that matter so much

. that they.repeat them over and over to their teacher. Both the patient and the

student want help with their problems. X ! o TE <

\

My first step in formally analyzing the four confeyence transcripts was to lo-
. . . S . /
[} ‘ . ) » . . 3 N .
cates evéry occurrence of every possible student initiated (that is not teacher.
i . ] )
prompted) concern. And the next step was to calculate~the frequency of occurrence

of each concern.within each conference. The concept of student concern proved power—
' ¢

ful. 1 found that in each.conference, ‘each student focused about 757 of his or her
N ; i
o total concern on one or two issues. Othér concerns were mentioned only once or

R twice and received generally well under 10% o§ the student s focus. And the nature

of the concerns, as well .as the needs of the students, changed from the first\to the’

last: gonference. I must cautiéon you that these are only prei}minary findings based

] - i
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on my analysis. Since one'mafon goal fot'the dnalysis scheme 1is thht-it be repli-

cable, I will next have, independent coders identify the concerns tn the tapes and
: ‘ . -

finally will only report what can be corroborated., But fo; now, 1 wtll‘contiﬁué

_. ‘nith ny preliminary f{ndinés‘from my own formal anaiysis. ) BT

/

conference with his blocked composing process. He has a great deal of difficultyr

L]

Jay, the stronger of the two students I studied, 1s concerned in his first

getting started, getting ideas that he feels satisfied with. And unless he can

_get good epough ideas, ideas that according to his judgement are neither_fvague"

L

nor "redundant," he will not even hand in his work. In'his first gonference 1 J
. . - . t
' found 76X of his ménfion of concern to focus on this network of'categOries having

L]

to do with his problems of getting started, problems which stem from his high stan-
dards for his work. He mentions five other concerns, all of them unrelated to this

concern and.nnrelated to each other. Each takes un from 4 to 8% of his focus-on-
. \ ]

concern, )
v . ' ' v , oM
- 7 In her first conference, Cee, the less verbally apt student, mentions 10 con-
o . - -
cerns, with 49% of the mention focusing on grammar and sentence errors, a concern
\ quite, unlikefJay's and'one Shaughnessy shows typical of‘basic writers. Cee also

oy
exhibits-a *ECond substantial concern, her general distrust of teachers, foousing

\). ' ¢ .
21Z of her gentions here.  Her other 8 concerns get from 3‘to 9% of her attention.

In thekfinal conference of the . semester, the concerns of bo\h students are dif- -
ferent from what they were in thE'beginnfng.\\gay nevet mentions problems getting
. started, ;g\goeuses most of his energy (73%3 on discusggons of the development'of \
e Ir .

his ideas. Indeed, weak development in the product 18 a symptom of problems getting

<

"started and getting ideas during the pgocess. So Jay could have ‘Just changed his

way of talking about his problem. But Jay s concern is ot with 'weak development;
' A
"
rather, he mantions over and‘over how much he worked on development 1n this essaz

and how satisfied he 18 with his déveldpment It appeats_that during the course,,
¢ 7 ' " ‘
L ' ! \ '(' o ) ' <
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concern placed here, 'but the substance of her concern witﬂ development 1is very un-

Pg. 6

of the semester he has learned how to overcome his main problem of getting statted
. . . . » / .

()

In her final conference, Cee, too, focuses on development, with 65%H5f her

and gettin§ good) enough ‘ideas.

§

\ s

like Jay's. She is dissatisfied with how her developed ideas and her thesis fit

together. She 1is also still slightly concerned with her grammar and sentence
. 1 ¢ .{

structure, with .15% of her.concern;being placed here, but the focus on thig con=

cern has décreased drastically from her first conférence. . B

s . .

T next felt that a more detailed analysis of the discourse involving student -

concerns could yield additional information about the nature of the students'
' a . C
apparently changing needs. So I continued to develop my analysis scheme. Jo

Keroes, my co-investigator, in an earlier study of the discourse in two of the
. .. . : L

conference tapes found that the students frequently took control of the discourse

during the conference..\She found that when students took control, their speech
. N

acts met the appropriateness conditions of Searles's request. She labeled

n

student requeéts as invitations and défined them as invitations to the teacher

A i -~

for help. She classified the invitations issued by the student to the teacher

into several categories. When { started to look more closel& at the speechli acts
o » o . .

.

students performed when' expressing théir concerns, I found that many expressions
P ( A -

L]

of concern took the form of invitations to the teacher. But I found that concerns
N N . ) < \ . .
also took the form of assertions. At times students merely asserted the existence

of the concern without inviting the teacher to do anythfngJ * Frequently, such

skudent assertions occurred in response to a teacher-question--when the student
. o , | ‘ \

did not have control of the discourse and when the student could voice the concern

(e ‘ . .

L4

'but could not ‘invite the teacher to act upon it. In your handout on the back of

’ {
"the page you will.find a detailed explanation of all of the discourse categories

that student concerns fell into. I have only‘begun my finer analysis of how

\

L)

S e

-

'~
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students express their concerns. These 'discourse’ categories are preliminary

-

and will certainly,have to be refined, revised, probably expahded, and certainr

ly verified by independent coders. ) - .o 1
. x . he '

'For now, to l}lhstrete how such detailed analysis might prove useful in

modeling'the learning process, I will describe ﬂ} findings\abput invitations

- ‘ s
]

erpresslng concerns andbwill compare them with Jo's earlier findings about invi-

A -~

tations‘ip genersl._ In her finer analysis of the functions of different student
‘ [
invitations, Jo found that the{functions of the invitations that students issued

varied wlth\ability level. . 1In her.analysis of the second conference for another
) M 4 : .
weak and strong student, she fourid that the stronger student issued more invita-

tions abodt,strategy and the weaker student 1issue¢ more 1n¢ltations asking for
information. My findings for the first conference for my Weak and strong student
were identical to’ggge. It appears thdt stronger students do not, at first,

think that they need information to help them become better writers; ratﬂer they :

e & .
- 3 + ',
5 B

first need help with taking the information thatsthey have and applying it in

the~context.df.yr1tlng a paper 8o that‘thet:can produce- a better product. The

\ N
wéaker student, on the other hand, is not reLdy for help with basic strategies !
because she or he still fsfls the need for basic 1nforﬁation7—in these cases

- I" {“ . . . F'] ‘

Mformation about the linguistic conventions. My prelimi?ary hypothesis 'ig
. ' . i
that studedts must have what they consider to be a comforftable level of coptrol

over the linguistic conventions before they can begin tof;hink about basic strat-
t A !
egies. The studéht wants to know whét to do before worrying about how to do it.

\

This;finding parallels Shaughnessy L ‘conclusion that weaker students need knowl-
edge about the basics; without this knowledge such a stug:?t\isifot free to write.
'\ A
But during the final,conferende“of the semester, the pattern of seeking in-

. farmation and strategy reversed itself for tre two students I studied. The weaker
’ . . . .

"+ student, approachini‘the level of the stPonger student at the beginning of the

. T " ~ ) Yz
> ) '

T g
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semester, asks for strategles. Parxadoxically, the stronger student asks for in-

formation. He has gained control over thHe basic strategies and has no need to,

> L4 —

ask about them. So now he returns to ask for more advanced information. He .does

not issue invitations about the basics; rather he wants to know\hbout the finer
[ .
points of style. He invites the teacher to discuss how sentence development re-

—

-* lates to the development of ideas It may be that at some later gtage after he

has integrated this information, he would a$ain ask about strategiles, but about

¢
-
A ’

advanced strategies for applying more advenced knowledge. If I validate that

these concerns are in Fact indicative of student learning, L could hypothesize

that the érowth precess involyyes a cyclical need for knowledge, and then for a
: ! ‘

strategy to apply that kn w%edge to-the written preqﬁcg\if the writex doef not
already possess such a strategy, then for more knowledge and optionally for more
strategies. ‘

In conclusion, I offer no conclusions. I have explored one method for io—
tating student-initiéted concerns and analyzing their linjuistic functions in the
student—tehcher writing conference. Further, I have posited thet these cencerns
“seem to give clues about the learning process. .This analysis is only a begiening
. ' ' f

that I hope will lead € a testable model of ythe learning process and to general-

, .

1zations about that process, generalizations that in the end will help us all

become more effective teachers.of writing.

» -
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write a J-page estay? If the scudent hagn't uricten before, ask Long ke or shs thinks such uriting ought to take, ,

Ruestions for Conferences 2 through 4]

i

B
7 - -

LEAD-IN ASD TIME QUESTIONS - ;
1. In general, how do you feel about this paper? : . )

g ‘ , _ <,
2. About how much time did you spend on 1t from beginning to end? Were you rushed when you wrate 1t, or did you feel g}i:\.

~you had enough time? If you had another 24 hours to devote to-this paper, would you do anything else on t? If .so.{@‘
what? d . '

PROCESS QUESTIONS Pn;ba, but if previous cwwere indicate that this is a one-draf® job, don’t aak ‘inappropricte quastions;

get on to othar things.

. Kl : ( LY .
V. Can you describe the process y}ou went through {n writing tRis paper?. . - - ) ‘
2. When did you first defide on "2 topic? Did you-think much ‘about what 'you wanted to say bdefore actually writing? How .
- much time?. Where did you do your thinking? S R , ]
. . N X - ¢ . . t
. 3. Did you smake any notes ahead of time? What were they likel! O0td you wrl}te an outline of any kind, or did you jJusg
start writing? ) ® _ . . '

4. D0id you write the first draf® all at one’time or in several .sittiﬁgs? If several sittings, how long between each

7 one? ) ) - _ ; )

$. Vere there any times in the process of writing this pape?"when .yod felt “stuck” or frustrated?

6. Some peaple, when they write a paper, try to get.down everything they want to say in as guod a fork as they can on
.thelr first draft. Qthers don't worry about making their first draft neat or perfect; they.just try to get some-
thing out, and then they rewrite it. On this paper did you write either of these two ways, or did. you writp some
<other way? N R - B a

7. Vhen you were writing or revising, did you read your writing qut loid or uw{:. subvocal{ze? In other words, did
you try.to hear how your paper soundx? . . . ] :

) : y : - -
. 8." 01d you do anything different this time from what you usually do when you writk a paper?’ .

. PRODUCT QUESTIONS , .
1. . 1s there anything about this paperi that you particularly 11ke or dislike?

2.
a.

o

D1d you ruin into any problems with this paper that you Raven't mentioned yet? *-;'-'”-w_'
Do you think I'11 like this paper? What do you think I'11 1ike about 1t, and what do ”u'&hlnk 1 night have some

reservations about? s
(e sure to get the atudent to discuse the quality of the sentencas, orgenization, and davalopment -~ as o/he per—

-

" aeives (k. Gat Aim op Aer alao to talk ndout doth vhaz is tn the pooer'end wact s/ha quoided including Reccuse

.,

L4

8/hs feared arrore or problons}.

01d anything we have covered in class so far help you as you planned or wrote? Did any of {t get in your way, make
things more difficult for you? .

Anything else yow want to talk about coni:mtng this paper, or the ch'sz so far, before we go on?

lefore ve go over your p'apcr.' can you “Susmarize the main points you wanted to make in the paper? s

"Students Reveal Their Learninz'P:ocesses" ©or LA
i s . . , Decennear,
Sarah Varshauer Freednan . ;
T San rrancisco State University o , .
/ B N A TN 3 v
‘ - STUDENT-INSTRUCTOR COMFERENCE
&J{i{‘o"ﬁl for Conlarence ) o S - . .
J.  What adout your writing,do yov wiant to work on {n this course? Get the student to be as specific a3 s/Ne can.
2.+ Do you work? How sany hours? HNow many units? ULabs?. Are there any problems you expect to have.in this tourse that
I you think {t would be helpful for me to know about ahead of timae? Acalemic or personal problems €wunt, ,
Y. Vhat do ‘you think a good writer needs to know or be able to do in .order to write well?
4. How do you feel about writing? Likes?' Dislikes?- °
S. In the past, what kinds of writing have you done in school? Out of school? _ . ,
6. Do Tm have time to do any reading outside of school? 1If so, what'do you read? Get names of specific books snd/or
L publications.. ) . P . ‘ Cs
7. Who will read or who has read the papers you write or have written, once you have completied them? Frle'nds? Fanfly?
If ‘no one does, do you think {t would be helpful for you to have somedne else read? If someone daes read your work,
why do you have jomeone read your papers? What, {f anything, do you get out of having them read? * . .
8. Try to describe all the motions you ;o through when 'you write a paper (for class or other) -- from.your first thoughts
sbout your topic, until 1t is completely finished. Probe for lgts of details. . _
9. How long does ft usually take you to write a paragraph (from the time you have the topic until you hand 1t in)? to
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C e e . L lwanons (quun ?\' Quuuvmi St e T " . ‘.2' C
PR _ L° e 4 .. . ! Co- ) il . ‘ |
S . e S W !m’;_‘_ggg&gx Designed to e} ci: pouuv. responss !rdn O - o
o . . SR B teagdher anout the compouuc, ' or sqme up&et of ghq, procbqn. . 1,
"- . . . . . i " . 8 S ) . [ ‘' N .
: . Bxanple: don't know. IiWas just concurn,od thnt ie ° - S \ &
, R AR . « - e . qn't going to flore off, . ., but I theught it
P . ‘ - wad fun and. . §Y liked it so I did it, But .
. . s Y was a little concornod that you nlq‘\t. . " N
: - I S . ‘ vy RN . - et
o ! ' ~ | o in‘orw t Du‘iqnod’ to oliq“: informBtion lbbut | e .
. SN particular writing, concerns such as using punctunuon . : . :
- . N subject-vech .qroof\ont snd tho like, s e o i
. . - - . '
Y . C txwplo: "'b) having, bx hav.lnq qivo——by havtnq given, by . '
i 1 s : a4 having given’ somethipy is wrang there, “by - ‘ .
. /. -having giventhe most wonddrful chocolate candy - J T
N T o ‘v dn- the world.'" 7/ reo- ST
' - C. gook- lfga&ggvz D‘llqnod ty elicit strategies for d oxrecting B . , .
N . - > . mechanica prablom, for gelecting.m materials for paragraph or =
\ _ : essay developoglft, for mpgking the \mitinq task in general : _ ' .
' . N : . easier and tho like. R . " , s
w - . - : , ,
' T o e Exanple: "I felt 11):. t took me far too nuch time for what _ :
8 , : . Tap o8t nerd s . -
'_ % - . . ‘Ii. ASS!‘.R’TIONS--T’SP:. I. (not !.n responsd\ 50. teacher qucltiéns, . - : ¢
o o . - fr‘q_u.ntly ltud- t\dLscovorios) - '
' ) : ” S \
N 4 ) A. Give 'inforcation “about knowledze: \Designed ‘to inform teacher . -,
. 4 bout owledgye apout nochmycr tofic ssntences, and the -
N . ) lika. ' * ) ;
‘e q ’ ) . 1 g ’ )
P2 Exanplet §z “That's dovolopinq the pQint of fud gifts?® . N
'0 . . - 1 *Lh Kun.® - ' -t
.t J T- “Okay." '
; o . . §: ,"Fun gifcs because I ‘didn’e--on thd thesis
- . o .1 ¢idn*t vrite fhat children would be wWxéited
s a * or happv. I just put fun gifts can be useful *
o o . . as food decorations in cooking. Yeah, I .
3 . . didn't I°'m baing off the point of my thesis” .
N ) - . . . staterent so I should take out all the candy ! % .
) up, all the, up to. tha package and put that )
. 1 as a sﬁparatq paragraph and put happiness o
i ’ " 1 excitement in my thesis statenent and make it .
. 3 throo'puaqraph: to develap.*
9 . ‘8. Give in‘orration about stratecgv: Designed to inforn teacher
’i' ~ about nou student 1111 proceed or has proceeded during s _—
»> - : ';J writing. _ ' i, At
) 3 M . Exanple: T: “It's really a problem when you'get a weak. T R
. thosis one that just doesn't allow you nu?h ’
A Q p)  roor o grow."
0 v
- “ " - .
= . . s: »I: tm.nk that if I don't u,pl confortable ' ¢
o { ‘with =y thesis statement that I cannot
0 really write a good essay. And oy, with .
0 —_ - : my alligator essay, you can imagine all : oy
- # _ - sorts of things. . ." . e
-4 ) oy RAEL B g, 4, ' y 7=
e cm i t ey
- X 7y . 8
. N ' ) . ('-‘-';)
. _ Exanple: “She‘s a good wr:itor. She develops so well." . - ( ) s
. . ) - D. _A_Q_Lo_fg__;_grg_!l; Refisrs to student asides, usually uttered
_ softly vhile reading essay to teacher. P v [ -y
. . X v ) . —— ; ,-'.'i
Exanple: “That should have beert continued more." v )
’ A § & g8 ASSERTIOE.';--TYPE IT  (in response to teacher gquestions . { ('
e . _ but concern-is still student initiated "
) _ . . in that the question does not demand o
' . L _ particular answer) - ; T
. i B 4 .
\ . : S .« Al Sive information about knov;;dggp -*(um same as IT A) " .‘!-
- quﬁplo:_ S:  *I notice things nore, the uh little ;hinqs." e i
- _ T: “Hhat kinds of things do' you notice nore now?* [
. - - . S: “Focus, first. Ur, passives, when, when 1 - ;
. \ . ’ll _ e ) lhckld use tho passive to koop the focus righe~ "-._,_{
B..‘-..leo information about s egv: (aim sace as II B) , St
~ 4 L - - R ' N °
3 S B Exanple: T: "So how did you 2001 lbout the essa: when you- 1
) { . s . got done?* . .
\ o . S: 1 liked it cause I tried to pay more attention’ -
_ L to developnent except towa.d the end, YOu LNQ f
. i . . kno’w/,el didn't- lonvo mirlolf any tilo. N m :
“ , -~ €. Give 'd natl att sudes: (aim lmo‘u 11 ¢) _
T o ! . _ Bxlmph. " T: “Why don't you like ot‘\ors to rold'your work:?® . ’
. . ' . _ (paraphrase)

| - . 1 S I thought :rm'én.y'a discover vhabl I theugh - .
B O : - 3 about ny work t‘\u it wu too vaquc or Q g_ -
T P qaunhmg LN . e .




